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ORDER 

 
 

eals on December 7, 2010, 
Louesa Maricle and MaryKay Kelley presiding.  Petitioner was represented by Gordon S. Gordon, 
Esq.  Respondent was represented by Christopher G. Seldin, Esq.  Petitioner is protesting the 2009 
classificat

 
 

Stranahan-Wells Exemption, Lot 1, Woody Creek, Colorado 

ts the parcel.   

 Petitioners are requesting agricultural classification.  Respondent assigned a value of 
$2,900,000.00 for the subject property for tax year 2009 based on vacant land classification.    
 
 Petitioner’s witness, Anthony Henden Yerkovich, a principal of the corporation, described 
the subject’s location as adjacent to Lot 2, the improved subject of Docket 52727.  He argued that a 
tree farm lies on the improved parcel, qualifying it for agricultural classification, that the subject’s 
Salvation Ditch water rights provide irrigation for the tree farm, and that the contiguous nature of the 
vacant parcel adds to the support for agricultural classification.   
 

THIS MATTER was heard by the Board of Assessment App

ion and actual value of the subject property.   
 

Dockets 52724 and 52727 were consolidated for purposes of the hearing only. 

Subject property is described as follows: 
 

  Pitkin County Schedule No. R003848 
 

The subject property is a vacant 18.62 acre parcel.  Salvation Ditch bisec
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 Respondent’s witness, Lawrence C. Fite, described the subject parcel as having residential 
zoni ily residence. 

sed on the market 
five comparable sales ranging in sale price from $2,250,000.00 to 

$4,310,000.00 and in size from 2.5 to 37.91 acres.  After adjustments were made, the sales ranged 

e that the subject 

s relationship with Lot 2 (Docket 
527 ce of a tree farm.  

oard that a change 
ential classification was upheld for Lot 2. 

  
 2 is residentially 

bject lot is vacant 

The subject parcel was not used as a farm or ranch on the assessment date or during the 
 two years and does not meet statutory requirements for agricultural classification per § 39-

1-102(1.6)(a)(I), C.R.S.  Neither contiguity to a residential parcel nor having an irrigation source is 
qualification for agricultural classification.  
 
 
ORDER:

ng and tremendous development potential.  Highest and best use is for a single fam
 
 Respondent presented a value of $2,900,000.00 for the subject property ba
approach.  Mr. Fite presented 

from $2,789,100.00 to $3,232,500.00. 
 
            Respondent presented sufficient probative evidence and testimony to prov
property was correctly classified and valued for tax year 2009.  
 
            Petitioner’s appeal for the subject parcel was based on it

27) for which a requested agricultural classification was based on the existen
Because neither probative testimony nor evidence was presented to convince the B
in classification was warranted, resid

The Board is not convinced of a relationship between the two parcels.  Lot
improved acreage with a small tree farm (residential classification) while the su
land.  The two lots are independent entities.   
 

previous

 
 
 The petition is denied. 
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